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ft F.MARKS 

The Applicant and the undersigned than* Examiner Guffl for his careful review of this 
appl icauon. The Applicant especially than* Examiner Ori. and Supenrfsory Paten, 
CPE) Testa for their toe and consideration given during the telephonic urtennew of May 2, 
20O5 Asunnr^oftUstelephotucirrterviewisprovidedbelow. 

Car^OhavcheenreiecUdhy^Examine, Upon er^ of Uris arnendrnen. Oanns 

Consideration of the present application is respectfuily rented . hght of ft ahove 
claim amendments .0 the appUcation, the te.cph.onic interview, and in view of the foUowmg 
remarks. 

Rnmmirv of Ta nnic Interview of May ^^ 20t>5 

^AppU^t and the undersigned thank the Examiners for their time and consideration 

given during the telephonic interview of May 2, 2005. During this telephonic interview, a 
proposed amendment to the claims was discussed. The Applicant provided the proposed 
amendment to the claims in advance of the interview. 

The Applicant's representative explained to Examiner Guill that the prior art of record 
does not provide any teaching of automatically configuring a virtual machine to execute a target 
program in one of three modes of operation. It was explained that the prior art of record does not 
check to determine what type of target program is to be analyzed and based on that 
deterrnination, automatically configuring the virtual machine to run the target program m one of 
three modes of operation, a first mode of operation comprising a real mode, a second mode of 
operation for executing a target program comprising a high level programming language, and a 
third mode of operation comprising a protected mode for executing a target program compnsmg 
thirty-two bit code. 

Examiner Guill provided a few suggestions to the claims in order to make them more 
clear under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph The Applicant's representative agreed to those 
suggestions and they have been adopted in this paper. 

US Pat No 6,851,057 issued in the name of Nachenberg on February 1, 2005 
(hereinafter, the "Nachenberg reference") was briefly discussed. Examiner Guill had informed 
the Applicant's representative of the Nachenberg reference prior to the telephonic interview. 
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The Applicant's reprove explained tat the Nachenberg reference describe* a vrus 
oereCioT^TI that uses virus signal and partial emulation of targe, code. I. was explain* 

no , automatical^ configure a vhtual machine ,0 execute a urge, program m one of three »c4ea 

° f 0PC t^ner Guil! expressed that he unders«ood »e Applicant's represent comments 
^ me concept, presented by the new claims. Examiner Guill indicted M an update search 
wouldbecor^uctedaf^meApplicantsu^^ 

The AppUcant and the undesigned request Examiner Guill to rev»w thts mtemew 

«*, to this summary in the margin as discussed in MPEP § 713.04, p. 700-202. 

^^er noted fta, the Applicant has ussd some trademarks m me specification. 

Tke Applicant has capitalized these trademarks and provided generic terminology adjacent to 
these marks in accordance with the Examiner's helpful comments. 

^ famine, rejeeu^aahns 1-10 under ,5 U.S.C. §1.2, first paragraph as farlmg to 

comply wi<h the enablement remnrement The Examiner sfctes tat the claims 
maner which was no. described in the specification in such , way as » enable one sWdWm fce 
art to make or use the invention. Specifically, the Examiner noted that the terms WINDOWS, 
DOS LINUX, PENTIUM, VISUAL BASIC, and PERL are references to generic computer 
programs or hardware and they do no. clearly identify the piece of software or hardware us«L 

The AppUcant respectfully traverses mesa rejections. Because Claims 1-.0 have been 
cancelled by the Applicant, the Applicant respectfully submits mat the rejections of ttrese clauns 
under 35 U.S.C. S 1U. paragraph have been rendered moot. Accordingly, reconsideration 
aid withdrawal of these rejections are respectfully requested. 
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The Examiner rejected Claims 1-10 under 35 9 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter- The Examiner states ft- the preamble of ^ 
Ihine system having a softie processor.., is not a process, machmc, mature, or 

— Beoa.se Claims MO have heen 

cancel!^ Ap^^^ 

under 35 U.S.C. §101 have been rendered moot. Accordingly, reconsideration and v.thdrawal 
these rejections are respectfully requested. 

r iaim Reier*inns Under U.S.C. 6 103 

^ Examincr ^ ected Claim, under 35 US.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentifcle over a 

,997 a rt ic 1 e en «i«.ed,»AG e nericVin 1 sDe,cc«onAg«.on the Wemet ." ^orcdby «eb-Sh en g 
lI e, al. (hereinafter. the T- reference") in view of a 1995 « ^ ~ 
ration and Oassification of Computer Vhuses Using Genera. Behavior Patien^ authored 
b y Le Charlier e. .1. (hereinafter. <he -Le Charlie, reference"). The Examiner rejected Clatma 2- 
,, ,nd 5-6 under 35 U.S.C. 1 103(a) as beiog unpatentable over the Lee reference in vtew of the 
Le Charlicr reference, and further in view of a 1986 book entided, "Advanced MS-DOS. 
authored by RayDuncan (hereinafter, the 'Duncan reference"). 

The Examiner reject Cairns 4, 7. and 10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as bemg 
unpatentable over the Lee reference in view of the Le Charlier reference, the Duncan reference, 
and father in view of a 1994 dictionary entiUed, "IBM Dictionary of Computing," authored by 
George McDaniel (hereinafter, the "McDaniel reference"). The Examiner rejected Clauns -9 
uMer 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the Lee reference in view of the Le Charter 
reference, the Duncan reference, and further m view of 199S book entitled, 
Architecture," authored by Stephen B. Burt (hereinafter, the "Burd reference") and a 1993 book 
entitled, "Inside Windows NT," authored b, Helen Custer (hereinafter, the "Custer reference ). 

The Applicant respectfully offers remarks to traverse these pending rejections. The 
Applicant will address each independent claim separately as the Applicant believes that each 
independent claim is separately patentable over the prior art of record. 
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"T^ZL submitted to, to Ue, Lc Charter, — MOanie,, Burd, - 
Custer indivduaUy or in view of each otor, HI to describe, teach, or sugges, to 

combination of: (1) evaiuating . me forma, of to targe, program; » — « 
„itiu„ a h^er o, a file eonuining to urge, program; (3, ao.oma.ioa.ly co. fig0 nng *. ««- 
n^chine » execute to Urge, program in on, of to* modes of operation based on to file 
fonna. and to contio. fields wuhin to header of to <Ue, (4) a firs, mode of operaUon 
comprising a rea. mode, (5, a s«ond mode of operation for executing Urge, programs 
comprising a high .eve. programming language, and a («, utird mode of operation co« a 
protected mode fcr executing Urge, programs comprising uurty-two bi, code; (7) stormg 
behavior flags representing behavior of to Urge, program during execution of to Urge, 
program by to virtual machine; (8) stering a sequence in which to behav,or Hags are se. by to 
urge, program during execution of to Urge, program b, to virtual machine; (9, passu* 
behavior flag dau and sequence tog dau from to virtual machine «o to computer system for 
evaluation after execution of to targe, program by to virtual machine; and (10) terminating to 
virtual machine after execution of to targe, program, toreby (1 1) removing from to computer 
system a copy of to urge, program mat was contained wfthin to virtual machine, « rected m 
new independent Claim 1 1 . 

Tti*T.ee Reference 

The ^ reference describes a Vitus Instruction Code Emulation (VICE) Methodology. 
This VICE methodology has two parts: an emulator and an analyzer. The emulator emulates the 
execution of a target file in a virtual system environment, and sends events that it collects to the 
analyzer. The analyzer is responsible for collecting incoming events and using a knowledge base 
to decide whether the events exhibit virus behavior. See Lee reference, page 214, first column, 

section B. "Components of Vice." 

The Lee reference further explains that if the sequence of received events satisfies a rule 
in the knowledge base, the analyzer explains why the target file is a virus and what type of v*us 
it is. The analyzer then instructs me emulator to stop generating events. See Lee reference, page 
214, first column, section B. "Components of Vice." 



-14- 



PAGE 19/28 1 RCVD AT 5/3J2005 12:56:21 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 1 SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1J4 ■ DNIS:8729306 1 CSID:4M 57 2 5145 * DUR ATION (mm-ss):08-36. 



MAY 03 2035 13:04 FR KING 8. SPALDING LLP 404 572 5145 TO 555 18054568 10503 P. 20/28 

Application Serial No. 09/885,427 

While d. Examiner allege, thai .he Lee reference teaches a virtual machine the 
Examiner admits that the Lee reference does not describe storing a sequence « winch «* 
behavior fug. are set by the targe, program during execution of the Urge, program by the 
machine Tne Lee reference a,so does no, provide any ,eaching of evaluating a file forma, 
W ge, program; evaluating contio. fields within a header of a file containing the Urge, p^am; 
automatic configuring me virma, machine to execu,c the Urge, program .n one of tiuee 
^es of operation based on the file forma, and the control fields withtn tire header of the file, a 
firs, mode of operation uprising a real mode, a second mode of operation for executing Urge, 
programs comprising a high leve! programming language, a third mode of operation compnstng 
a prated mode for exiting urge, programs comprising thhty-two bit code, and passu* 
behavior flag data and sequence flag da* from the virtual machine to the computer sy*em for 
evaluation after execution of the urge, program by tire virtual machine, as rectted m new 
independent Claim 1 1 • 



ThP T e Charlie Reference 

To make up for the behavior flag sequence, deficiency of the Lee reference, the 
Examiner relics upon the Le Charlier reference. The Le Charlier reference describes how an 
emulamr is used to monitor system activity of a virtual PC, and how an expert system ASAX ,s 
usedtoanalyzemestreamofdattthatmeemulatorproduced. 

The Le Charlier reference also describes how general rules are used ,o generally detect 
real viruses reUably, *>d specific ru.es to extract details of their behavior. See ,he L* Charher 
reference, page 1. 

Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of the Le Charlier reference describe an audit tra,! of an emulator. 
The audit trail includes parameters popped from a stack with return values. See Figure 3 of the 
Le Charlier reference reproduced below and page 15. 
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irw a Excerpt ft OTO - -J» «-» - «■» V "" 

Figure 3 of the Le Charlier reference is an example of an audi, trail. The audit trail of 
«. figure k a human representation of a binary NADF file. The example illustrated i. <rom the 

Vienna virus. 

Similar to the Lee reference, the Le CharKer reference also fails to provxde any teaching 
of evaluating a file format of the target program; evaluating control fields within a header of a 
file containing the target program; automatically configuring the virtual machine to execute *e 
target program in one of three modes of operation based on the file format and the control fields 
within the header of the file, a first mode of operation comprising a real mode, a second mode of 
operation for executing target programs comprising a high level programming language, a thud 
mode of operation comprising a protected mode for executing target programs comprising thirty- 
two bit code, and passing behavior flag data and sequence flag data from the virtual maciune to 
the computer system for evaluation after execution of the target program by the virtual machme, 
as recited in new independent Claim 11- 
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The Duncan Reference 

The Examiner admits that the Lee and Le Charter references do not prov.de any teaching 
of . strucmre tat sttres interntp. vector addresses and pointing a, interrupt S ervic. rou,ur« 
ioaded into memory reserved by the virtual machine when the virtual machine is «M To 
make up for this interrupt vector deficiency, the Examiner relies upon the Duncan reference. 

The Duncan reference is a text hook that descnbes the Microsoft Disk Opening System 
(DOS). The Examiner dire«s the Applicant's attention . page 207 and 208 of this reference for 
teachings of interrupt service routines and interrupt vector addresses. 

The Applicant respectfully submits mat interrupt s«vice routines and interrupt vector 
addresses are in themselves no, new and un-ohvious. However, the Applicant subnuts that » 
the combination of elements in each of the claims tot distinguish the Applicant's technology 

from that of the prior art. ^ 

Similar to the Lee reference and the Le Charlier reference, the Duncan reference does not 
provide any teaching of evaluating a file format of the target program; evaluating control field* 
within a header of a file containing the target program; automatical configuring the vntnal 
m achme to execute the target program in one of three modes of operation based on the file 
fonnat and the control fields within the header of the file, a first mode of operation compnsmg a 
real mode, a second mode of operation for executing target programs comprising a lugh level 
prograrnming language, a third mode of operation comprising a protected mode for executing 
target programs comprising thirty-two bit code, and passing behavior flag data and sequence flag 
data from the virtual machine to the computer system for evaluation after execution of the target 
program by the virtual machine, as recited in new independent Claim 1 1 . 

Thft MnDaniel Reference 

The Examiner admits that the Lee reference, the Le Charlier reference, and the Duncan 
reference do not provide any teaching of a software processor that executes computer code under 
analysis by starting at each entry point defined within an entry point table and by producing a 
sequence in which behavior flags are set or reset. To address this behavior flag reset deficiency 
of these references, the Examiner relies upon the McDaniel reference. 

The McDaniel reference is a technical dictionary that does not describe any virtual 
machine for detecting malicious computer code in target programs. The Examiner directs the 
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Applic^sauention^^ 

thTterm "reset." The Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner is identifymg plated 
teachings in the art wimout considering the patentability of the combination of all the claimed 

elements. . « . + r 

The Applicant reminds the Examiner that the M.P.E.P. is clear on the subject of 

considering the differences between the claims and the prior art. The Examiner must corner 
the claimed combination as a whole as taught by M.P.E.P. § 2141 .02 that states the follow 

"THE CLAIMED INVENTION AS A...W.HQLE...M^ST...BE 
CONSIDERED. 

In determining the differences between the prior art and the claims, 
S/JSTUr 35 U.S.C. § 103 is not whether the differences 
SSSs would have been obvious, but whether the claimed 
invention asajvhole would have been obvious Stmtoflex Mc_v ; 
Aeroouin Corp.. 713 F.2d 1530, 218 USPQ 871 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 
[Emphasis Supplied.] 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner is over looking the specific design 
of Applicant's virtual machine invention for detecting malicious code and the genenc destgns 
presented by the prior art references that do not mention or even suggest virtual machines for 
detecting malicious computer code. For example, the Duncan and McDaniel references are only 
technical dictionaries that discuss the operations of real computers and not virtual ones. To 
address the virtual characteristics and the design of the Applicant's claimed technology, the 
Examiner relies upon these general dictionary references in combination with other references. 
The Applicant submits that the Exarniner is not considering the claimed combination of elements 
as a whole, but is instead, he is looking at only the differences between the claimed combination 

and what elements exist in the prior art. 

The Applicant also submits that McDaniel reference also does not provide any teaching 
of evaluating a file format of the target program; evaluating control fields within a header of a 
file containing the target program; automatically configuring the virtual machine to execute the 
target program in one of three modes of operation based on the file format and the control fields 
within the header of the file, a first mode of operation comprising a real mode, a second mode of 
operation for executing target programs comprising a high level programming language, a third 
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mod e of operauon comprising a pro.ec.eo mode for executing. ^programs 
Z bi. el and passing behavior flag daU and seouence flag data flon, me v*ual — ,o 
.He eon.pu.er system for evador, afler execuuon of .he targe, program by Are vtf«al maehme, 
as recited in new independent Claim 1 1 . 

The Burd Reference 

T^nuner admits .ha. *e Lee, Le CharUer, and Dunean referenees do no. prov de 
an, teaching of a software pressor .hat — 32-bi. or 64-bi. eod. The 

that mese referenees aiso do no, provide any .eaehing of an opening system —n 
she., .ha. responds .0 appttcauon program in.er.aee cans. To make »p for Ore 32-b,, and 64-b,. 
code deficiency of me Lee, Le Chaxlier, and Duncan references, .he Examiner rehes upon me 
Burd reference. 

The Examiner explains .ha, me Burd reference is directed to compmer systems 
*chi«ec,ure, tacluding functions of operating systems, processor technology, and arcm.ec.ure. 

r . . a . w __ a __ ! 71 and 172 of the Burd reference teach 32-btt and 64- 

The Examiner further explains that pages i/ianon- 01 u. 

bit processors. 

Similar U> me analysis of the Duncan and McDaniei refe^nces, me Apph<*». * no, 
Claiming tha, vimai processors are new and un-obvious, rattier, m. Applicant* are clainung ma, 
vWual processors in combmauon with a., of me claim elements directed «, detecting malicous 

code are patentable over the prior art. 

The Applicant also submits that the Burd reference, being a general technical d,ctionary, 
does not provide any teaching of evaluating a file format of the target program; evaluating 
control fields within a header of a file containing the target program; automatically configunng 
the virtualmachine to execute the target program in one ofthree modes of operation based on the 
file format and the control fields within the header of the file, a first mode of operation 
comprising a real mode, a second mode of operation for executing target programs compnsmg a 
high level programing language, a third mode of operation comprising a protected mode for 
executing target programs comprising thirty-two bit code, and passing behavior flag data and 
sequence flag data from the virtual machine to the computer system for evaluation after 
execution of the target program by the virtual machine, as recited in new independent Claun 1 1 . 



-19- 



PAGE 24728*RCVDAT 3312005 12:56:21 PM [Eastern Daylight Time]' SVR:USPT0-£FXRF-1/4 ■ DNIS:872930S ' CS1D: 4C4 572 5145 ' DURATION (mm-ss):0M6. 



MAY 03 2005 13:06 FR KING & SPALDING LLP 404 572 5145 TO 5551805456810503 P. 25/28 

Application Serial No. 09/885,427 



^^^^ A . _ ^ Ue u charlier , ^ Duncan references do not provide 

The Examiner admits that the Lee, lc ^narnw, <mu 

^ teaching of a software processor ma, executes 32-bi, or 64-bi, code. The Examiner also 
alts that these referee also do no, provide any teaching of an operating ^-*-» 
shell tha, responds to application prog«m interface caUs. To make up fcr the 32-b.t code and 
operating system she]! deficiencies of the Lee. L* Charlier, and Dune*, references. «he Exammer 

relies upon the Custer reference. 

Ik. Examiner explains to. since the Cost* reference on page 150, second paragraph, 
describes a MS-DOS operating system being simulated, then i, is obvious «h* the op^anng 
simulation sheU responds to application prog™, interface .rib. Again, similar to the ote 
__J technical dicnonary references like the McDanie., Duncan, and Buri references, *e 
Cus,er reference does no, describe the virtual machine context of tbe present inven-on for 

detecting malicious computer code. 

Specifically, the Custer reference, being a general technical document, does not provide 
any teaching of evaluating a file format of the target program; evaluating control fields wxthm a 
header of a file containing the target program; automatically configuring the virtual macmne to 
execute the target program in one of three modes of operation base* on the file format and the 
control fields within the header of the file, a first mode of operation comprising a real mode, a 
second mode of operation for executing target programs comprising a high level programming 
language, a third mode of operation comprising a protected mode for executing target programs 
comprising thirty-two bit code, and passing behavior flag data and sequence flag data from the 
virtual machine to the computer system for evaluation after execution of the target program by 
the virtual machine, as recited in new independent Claim 1 1 . 

rnnn.ii.wnn, Repardin ff Independent Claim 11 

In light of the differences between Claim 11 and the Lee, Le Charlier. Duncan, 
McDanieL Burd, and Custer references references mentioned above, one of ordinary skill in the 
art recognizes that the combination proposed by the Examiner cannot anticipate or render 
obvious the recitations as set forth in new independent Claim 11. Accordingly, considerate 
and allowance of new independent Claim 1 1 are respectfully requested. 
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IndeoendentClaiffi^O m 
^nr^Uly submitted tha, me Ue. Le Charlier. Duncan, MeDamel. Burd, aud 
Custer referees individual* or in view of each other, Ml ,o describe, teach, or suggest the 
combination of: (1) a processing unit, (2) a memory storage device; and (3) one or more 
program modules stored in said memory storage device for providing instructs to sard 
processing unit; said processing unit executing said unctions of said one or more program 
modules, operable for (4, evaluating a Bio format of the urge, program; (5) evaluating contro. 
fields within a header of a file containing the target program; (6) automatically configuring a 
virtual machine «, execute the targe, program (7) in one of three modes of operation based on the 
fil e forma, and the control fields within the header of me file, (8) a firs, mode of operate 
comprising a real mode, (9) a second mode of operation for exiting targe, programs 
uprising a high leve! programming language, and (10) third mode of operation for executing 
target programs comprising thirty-two hi, code; storing behavior flags representing behavtor of 
,he targe, program during execution of the targe, program by th. virtual machine; (1 1) storing a 
sequence in which the behavior flags are set by me target program of the target program dupng 
exertion of the targe, program by me virtual machine; (12) passing behavior flag data and 
sequence flag data from the virtual machine to the computer system after execution of the target 
program by the virtual machine; and (1 3) evaluating the behavior flag data and sequence flag 
data with the computer system, as set forth in new independent Claim 20, 

Similar to the analysis of new independent Claim 1 1, the Lee, Le Charlier, Duncan, 
McDaniel. Burd, and Custer references do not provide any teaching of evaluating a file forma, of 
me target program; evaluating control fields within a header of a file containing the targe, 
program; automatically configuring a virtual machine to execute the target program m one of 
three modes of operation based on the file format and the control fields wimin me header of the 
file a first mode of operation comprising a real mode, a second mode of operation for executmg 
target programs comprising a high level programming language, and third mode of operation for 
executing targe, programs comprising thirty-two bi, code; storing behavior flags representing 
behavior of the target program during execution of me targe, program by <he virtual machine, as 

recited in new independent Claim 20. 

to light of the differences between Claim 20 and the Lee, Charlier, Duncan, 
McDaniel, Burd, and Custer references references mentioned above, one of ordinary skill in the 
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art recognizes tha. ft. common proposed by me Examiner cam*, anticipate or render 
obviousL —a . se. forth in new independent Claim 20. Accormngly, ccna.dera.on 
and allowance of new independent Claim 20 are respectfully requested. 

Custer references individually or in view of each other, fail .0 describe, teach, or suggest the 
eombination of: (1) automatically configuring a virtual machine ,0 execute the target program m 
one of three modes of operation, (2) » firs, mode of operation comprising a real mode, (3) 
second mode of operation for executing a targe, program comprising a high level programming 
ianguage, and (4) third mode of operation comprising a protected mode frr executing a «,« 
program comprising thirty-two hi. code; 0) storing behavior flag* representing behavtor of the 
targe, program during execution of the .arge. program by me virtual machine; (6) ste„ng a 
sequence in which the behavior flags are m by the target pmgram of the target program dunng 
execution of the targe, program by the virtual machine; (7) passing behavior flag da* and 
sequence flag da<a from the virtual machine to a computer system after execution of the .arge. 
program by me virtual machine; and (8) terminating me virtual machine after execufon of toe 

was contained within the virtual maehfae, as recited in new independent Claim 29. 

Similar to me analysis of new independent Claim 11, the bee. Le Charlier, Duncan, 
McDaniel, Burd, and Custer references do not pra vide any teaching of ar.tomatic.Uy configunng 
a virtual machine to execute the targe, program in one of three modes of operation, a firs, mode 
of operation comprising a real mode, a second mode of operation for executing a targe, program 
comprising a high level programming language, and mini mode of operation comprising a 
protected mod. for executing a target program comprising thirty-two bit code; passing behavor 
flag date and sequence flag data from the virtual machine to the computer system after cxecunon 
of the target program by the virtual machine; and terminaing the virtual machine after execuuon 
of me target program, thereby removing from the computer system a copy of the targe, program 
to. was contained within the virtual machine, as recited in new independent Claun 29. 

In Ugh, of the differs between Claim 29 and me I*e. L. Charlier, Duncan, 
McDaniel Burd, and Custer references references mentioned above, one of ordinary sk.ll m tie 
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art recognizes that the combination proposed by the Examiner cannot anticipate or render 
obvious the recitation, as set forth in new independent Claim 29. Accordingly, considerate 
and allowance of new independent Claim 29 are respectfully requested. 

n ^nrient Clair ™ 7-1-28- and 30 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the above-identified dependent clanns are 
allowable because the independent claims from which they depend are patentable over the crted 
references. The Applicant also respectfully submits that the recitations of these dependent 

claims are of patentable significance. 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner wilhdraw 

the pending rejections of dependent Claims 12-19. 21-28, and 30. 

roNCIAJSION 

The foregoing is submitted as a rail and complete response to the Office Action mailed 
on January 4, 2005. The Applicant and the undersigned thank Examiner Guill for consideratton 
of these remarks. The Applicant has amended the claims and has submitted new Claims 1 1-30. 
The Apphcant respectfully submns that the present application is in condition for allowance. 
Such action is hereby courteously solicited. 

If the Examiner believes that there are any issues that can be resolved by a telephone 
conference, or that there are any formalities that can be corrected by an Examiner's amendment, 
please contact the undersigned in the Atlanta Metropolitan area (404) 572-2884. 



Respectfully submitted, 




King & Spalding LLP 
191 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-1763 
telephone: (404) 572.4600 
K&S File No. 05456-105039 
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